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Auditor of State David A. Vaudt today released a report on a special investigation of 
the Webster County Metropolitan Law Enforcement Telecommunications Board for the 
period July 1, 2006 to January 28, 2011.  The Board is responsible for oversight of the 
Telecommunications Center (Center).  The special investigation was requested by the 
Division of Criminal Investigation (DCI) as a result of concerns identified by Center officials.   
Vaudt reported the special investigation identified $7,708.34 of undeposited 
collections and improper and unsupported disbursements. 
The $4,920.72 of undeposited collections identified consists of $3,284.25 of billings to 
members and $1,636.47 of miscellaneous collections withheld from deposits.   
The $2,398.50 of improper disbursements identified include $179.35 of cash 
withdrawals, $2,119.99 of personal purchases made with the Center’s debit card and 
$99.16 of personal purchases made with the OfficeMax store credit card by the former 
Communications Supervisor, Susan Huss.  The personal purchases made with the Center’s 
debit card consist of $1,076.81 of convenience store purchases and $1,043.18 of retail store 
purchases.  The personal purchases from the convenience stores were primarily for fuel for 
Ms. Huss’ personal vehicle and the retail store purchases included food items, household 
items, cash back at point of sale terminals and electronics, such as an IPod dock and Wii 
and Nintendo products.  Improper OfficeMax store credit card purchases included school 
supplies and candy.   
The $389.12 of unsupported disbursements identified include purchases made with 
the Center’s debit card which were not supported by receipts or other documentation.  The 
purchases were from vendors routinely used by the Center to purchase office supplies.  
Vaudt reported it was not possible to determine if the purchases included personal items 
because receipts were not available.  As a result, the $389.12 was classified as unsupported 
disbursements.   
The report includes recommendations to the Center to strengthen the Center’s 
internal controls, such as improvements to segregation of duties, reconciling member 
billings to collections and monitoring bank activity to ensure all disbursements and debit 
card activity are approved.  In addition, Vaudt recommended the Center segregate duties 
over time cards to ensure employee payroll is accurately recorded.   
Copies of the report have been filed with the Division of Criminal Investigation, the 
Webster County Attorney’s Office and the Attorney General’s Office.  A copy of the report is 
available for review in the Office of Auditor of State and on the Auditor of State’s web site at 
http://auditor.iowa.gov/specials/1014-0094-BE00.pdf.   
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Auditor of State’s Report 
To the Webster County Metropolitan  
Law Enforcement Telecommunications Board: 
As a result of alleged improprieties regarding certain disbursements and upon request from 
the Division of Criminal Investigation (DCI), we conducted a special investigation of the Webster 
County Metropolitan Law Enforcement Telecommunications Board, which is responsible for 
oversight of the Telecommunications Center (Center).  We have applied certain tests and 
procedures to selected financial transactions of the Center for the period July 1, 2006 through 
January 28, 2011.  Based on the DCI’s interview of Susan Huss, the former Communications 
Supervisor, discussions with Center personnel and a review of relevant information, we performed 
the following procedures for the period specified. 
(1) Evaluated internal controls to determine whether adequate policies and 
procedures were in place and operating effectively. 
(2) Reviewed activity in the Center’s checking accounts to identify any unusual 
activity.  We examined deposits in the checking accounts to determine the source, 
purpose and propriety of each deposit and to determine whether the deposits were 
made intact.  
(3) Reviewed the former Communications Supervisor’s personal bank statements and 
other related documentation to identify any unusual activity. 
(4) Obtained and reviewed documentation from certain entities for amounts provided 
to the Center. 
(5) Scanned all debit card transactions in the Center’s checking accounts for 
reasonableness.  We examined certain disbursements to determine if they were 
properly approved and supported by adequate documentation.   
(6) Compared the deposits recorded in the Center’s general ledger and checking 
accounts to the confirmations obtained from the Center’s members to identify any 
undeposited collections.   
(7) Scanned supporting documentation relating to payroll and disbursements made 
by check for reasonableness. 
(8) Reviewed the minutes of Board meetings to determine whether the Board had 
knowledge of financial activity. 
These procedures identified $7,708.34 of undeposited collections and improper and 
unsupported disbursements.  Several internal control weaknesses were also identified.  Our 
detailed findings and recommendations are presented in the Investigative Summary and 
Exhibit A of this report. 
The procedures described above do not constitute an audit of financial statements 
conducted in accordance with U. S. generally accepted auditing standards.  Had we performed 
additional procedures, or had we performed an audit of financial statements of the Webster 
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County Metropolitan Law Enforcement Telecommunications Board, other matters might have 
come to our attention which would have been reported to you. 
Copies of this report have been filed with the Division of Criminal Investigation, the Webster 
County Attorney’s Office and the Attorney General’s Office. 
We would like to acknowledge the assistance and many courtesies extended to us by Center 
officials and personnel and its CPA firm during the course of our investigation. 
 
 
 
 
 DAVID A. VAUDT, CPA WARREN G. JENKINS, CPA 
 Auditor of State Chief Deputy Auditor of State 
August 22, 2011 
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Webster County Metropolitan Law Enforcement Telecommunications Board 
 
Investigative Summary 
Background Information 
The Webster County Metropolitan Law Enforcement Telecommunications Board is responsible 
for oversight of the telecommunications center (Center) and its operations pursuant to the 
provisions of Chapter 28E of the Code of Iowa and provides uniform law enforcement and 
emergency communications to the citizens of Webster County.  The Board is composed of 7 
members representing Webster County, the City of Fort Dodge and 12 other member cities.  
The Center employs a Communications Supervisor and several dispatch center employees.  The 
Communications Supervisor is supervised by the Board Chairperson and reports to the  
7-member Board. 
The Communications Supervisor’s responsibilities include directing and supervising daily 
operations of the Center, scheduling and supervising staff, maintaining Center records and 
performing certain financial duties.  Susan Huss became the Communications Supervisor in 
2006.  As the Communications Supervisor, Ms. Huss was responsible for: 
1) Receipts – billing member cities, collecting payments from member cities and the 
Webster County E-911 Service Board (E-911), preparing and making bank 
deposits and reporting deposit details to the Center’s CPA firm for recording in 
the Center’s general ledger, 
2) Disbursements – receiving certain goods and services, submitting related invoices  
to the Center’s CPA firm for check generation, providing invoices and prepared 
checks to the Board Chairperson for review and signature and maintaining 
supporting documentation,  
3) Payroll – compiling timesheets and providing timesheet summaries to the Center’s 
CPA firm for payroll processing and 
4) Reporting – providing monthly financial statements and accounts payable listing 
developed by the the Center’s CPA firm to the Board for its monthly meetings and 
developing the Center’s annual budget. The Center’s financial statements are 
prepared by a local CPA firm which also provides bookkeeping services to the 
Center.   
The Center’s primary revenue sources include member assessments and E-911 fees.  From 
fiscal year 2007 through fiscal year 2009, the assessment and fees were directly mailed to the 
Center’s CPA firm.  However, when the Center changed CPA firms in fiscal year 2010, 
procedures were changed to have all assessments and fees mailed to the Center instead of the 
CPA firm.  According to Ms. Huss, E-911 fees are electronically deposited to the Center’s 
checking account each quarter.   
We did not locate an initial receipt listing prepared by Ms. Huss which summarized collections 
and the Board Chairperson was unaware of Ms. Huss maintaining accounts receivable records.  
Although a representative of the CPA firm we spoke with stated she maintained an informal 
accounts receivable listing for her own purposes, it was not official and was not included in 
financial reports maintained by the Center.  
According to the Board Chairperson, all of the Center’s non-payroll disbursements are to be 
made by check.  The checks are prepared by the CPA firm based on invoices received, reviewed 
by Ms. Huss and signed by the Board Chairperson after review.  All disbursements are to be 
supported by invoices or other support obtained by or submitted to Ms. Huss.  Each month, 
the CPA firm prepares a monthly financial statement for the previous month and an accounts 
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payable listing for the upcoming month for the monthly Board meeting.  These were provided to 
Ms. Huss, who then made copies to provide to Board members for the meeting.  According to 
Ms. Huss, routine payments were not included in the monthly accounts payable listing 
presented to the Board.  However, Ms. Huss stated any non-routine billings should be 
presented to the Board for approval. 
During the period of our review, the Center held checking accounts at 2 banks located in Fort 
Dodge, Bank of America (BOA) and First Federal Savings Bank (FFSB).  Each checking account 
also had an associated debit card, which was in Ms. Huss’ possession.  
The Center had a checking account with BOA from July 1, 2006 to February 28, 2010.  The 
first debit card transaction on the BOA account was recorded on August 4, 2009.  According to 
the Board Chairperson, the BOA debit card was in Ms. Huss’ possession but was not intended 
for routine use.  During her interview with the DCI, Ms. Huss admitted she used the Center’s 
debit cards for personal purchases. 
On October 21, 2009, the Center opened a checking account with FFSB.  The first debit card 
transaction on the FFSB account was recorded on May 21, 2010.  According to the Center’s 
Board Chairperson, he had no knowledge the debit card had been issued.  We were unable to 
determine who authorized issuance of the FFSB debit card.  However, during her interview with 
the DCI, Ms. Huss admitted the Center’s debit card was in her possession and was used 
exclusively by her.  According to e-mail documentation provided by the CPA firm, Ms. Huss 
notified the CPA firm on May 20, 2010 she had the debit card.   
In addition to the 2 checking accounts, the Center also has an Iowa Public Agency Investment 
Trust (IPAIT) account.  IPAIT accounts are used by eligible Iowa public entities to invest 
available operating and reserve funds.  There was limited activity in the Center’s IPAIT account 
during the period of our investigation and the account was not accessible by Ms. Huss. 
The Center also had a store credit card from OfficeMax for a portion of the time period  
Ms. Huss was the Communications Supervisor.  According to the Board Chairperson, 
OfficeMax canceled the credit card when it discontinued its credit card services to customers.  
Based on the Center’s general ledger, the last payment on the OfficeMax credit card account 
was made in March 2009.   
Monthly bank statements for the Center’s checking accounts were not periodically reviewed by 
members of the Board.  Although the Center’s CPA firm has access to electronic bank 
statements and daily checking account activity, the CPA firm utilized the information for 
maintenance of the general ledger only and was not responsible for any oversight.  Ms. Huss 
told the CPA firm how to classify each expense in the general ledger and the Board was not 
involved in the process.   
According to a representative of the CPA firm, some of the items Ms. Huss purchased with the 
debit card seemed unusual for typical business operations.  For example, Redbox movie rentals 
and routine fuel purchases were not typical purchases for other clients.  However, the CPA firm 
representative was aware the Center operated 24 hours a day and assumed certain 
accommodations had been made by the Center due to the hours of operation.  In addition,  
Ms. Huss provided explanations for each expense.  For example, Ms. Huss told the CPA firm all 
fuel costs were related to training.  As a result, the CPA firm believed they were approved 
expenses.  However, in January 2011, the CPA firm identified an infant potty chair on a receipt  
Ms. Huss submitted to support a debit card purchase made in December 2010.  The CPA firm 
contacted Ms. Huss regarding the questionable purchase on approximately January 20, 2011.  
When Ms. Huss did not provide sufficient justification for the purchase, the CPA firm notified 
the Board Chairperson.  The Board Chairperson was concerned and immediately set up a 
meeting to discuss the issue with Ms. Huss.   
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On January 24, 2011, Ms. Huss admitted to the Board Chairperson she used Center funds for 
personal purchases.  Appendix 1 includes a copy of an e-mail Ms. Huss sent to Board 
members regarding the misuse of the debit card.  According to the e-mail, Ms. Huss stated she 
was the only person with access to the Center’s bank debit cards.  She admitted she used the 
debit cards to make personal purchases.  She stated she was not aware she had used the debit 
card as much as she had and there was no excuse for her misuse of the debit card.      
The Center notified the DCI regarding Ms. Huss’ use of Center funds for personal purchases.  A 
DCI agent conducted an interview with Ms. Huss on January 27, 2011, during which she 
admitted she used the Center’s debit card for personal purchases.  She also identified specific 
purchases which were personal.  After specific inquiries by the Agent conducting the interview, 
Ms. Huss also admitted to depositing Center collections to her personal checking account.  On 
January 28, 2011, Ms. Huss resigned from the position of Communications Supervisor at the 
Center.   
As a result of the alleged improprieties regarding certain purchases and collections, the DCI 
notified the State Auditor’s Office and requested the Office of Auditor of State conduct an 
investigation of the Center’s financial transactions to determine the extent of misuse of the 
Center’s funds by Ms. Huss.  As a result, we performed the procedures detailed in the Auditor 
of State’s Report for the period July 1, 2006 through January 28, 2011.   
Detailed Findings 
These procedures identified $7,708.34 of undeposited collections and improper and 
unsupported disbursements.  The undeposited collections total $4,920.72 and the improper and 
unsupported disbursements total $2,3983.50 and $389.12, respectively. 
The undeposited collections of $4,920.72 include: 
• $1,636.47 of miscellaneous collections and 
• $3,284.25 of member billings withheld from deposit. 
The improper disbursements of $2,398.50 include:  
• $1,076.81 of convenience store purchases consisting primarily of fuel, 
• $1,043.18 of personal purchases, including a wet/dry vacuum, IPod dock, Wii and 
Nintendo DS gaming products, potty chair, personal care items, home care items, 
food and candy, bottled water and soda and Christmas stockings and gift items,  
• $179.35 of cash withdrawals and 
• $99.16 of personal purchases made using the OfficeMax credit card, which included 
a backpack, school supplies, candy and food items. 
The unsupported disbursements of $389.12 include purchases at Hy-Vee, Wal-Mart, Menards 
and OfficeMax which were not supported by receipts. 
All findings are summarized in Exhibit A and a detailed explanation of each finding follows. 
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UNDEPOSITED COLLECTIONS  
As previously stated, the Center is funded through member assessments and E-911 fees.  The 
members include Webster County, the City of Fort Dodge and 12 other neighboring cities.  
Member assessments ranged from $355.25 to $56,430.00 in fiscal year 2010 based on the size 
of each member city or county.   
For fiscal years 2007 through 2009, member assessments and E-911 fees were sent directly to 
the Center’s CPA firm for deposit to the bank and entry into the general ledger.  However, in 
fiscal year 2009, the CPA firm failed to make timely deposits into the Center’s bank account, 
which resulted in significant overdraft charges.  As a result, the Center began handling its own 
deposits and also hired a new CPA firm in fiscal year 2010.  According to Ms. Huss, E-911 fees 
were sent directly to the Webster County Auditor’s Office from the Webster County E-911 
Service Board and the Webster County Auditor issued payments to the Center on behalf of the 
Webster County E-911 Service Board.   
Beginning on July 1, 2010, all member payments and the E-911 fees were directed to Ms. Huss 
at the Center.  Ms. Huss was responsible for preparing and sending the billings, receiving 
collections, making deposits to the Center’s checking accounts and informing the CPA firm 
which members had provided payments so the CPA firm could correctly post the collections. 
According to the Board Chairperson, he was unaware of whether Ms. Huss maintained an 
accounts receivable journal or other records to ensure timely payment from each member.  The 
CPA firm representative we spoke with who handles the Center’s records stated she maintained 
an informal listing of the collections Ms. Huss informed her had been deposited, but she stated 
it was just for her personal use and was not an official record of collections. 
During the DCI’s interview with Ms. Huss, she stated she “may have” deposited member 
payments to her personal checking account.  When the DCI agent asked which specific 
member payments she had taken, she listed the cities of Barnum, Clare, Moorland, Harcourt 
and Vincent.  She stated when she improperly deposited the collections to her personal 
checking account, she left the records of the receipts blank for those cities but she did not bill 
them again.  She stated no one else was aware of which members had or had not paid. 
Ms. Huss estimated she improperly deposited collections to her personal checking account 
during the period July 2010 through December 2010.  
In order to determine whether member payments and E-911 fees were properly deposited, we 
requested confirmations from each of the 14 members and the Webster County Auditor 
provided a confirmation of all E-911 fees paid to the Center on behalf of the Webster County 
E-911 Service Board.  In addition, we subpoenaed Ms. Huss’ personal bank statements to 
identify any improper activity associated with the Center. 
We compared the information from the members to the deposits to the Center’s bank accounts 
and the Center’s general ledger and identified $3,284.25 of member collections which were not 
properly deposited.  Table 1 summarizes the member fees which were not properly deposited to 
the Center’s checking accounts.  
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Table 1 
 Date Member Amount 
(a) 02/12/09 Dayton $     20.00 
(b) 02/09/10 Gowrie 62.00 
(c) 04/21/10 Multiple members 350.00 
(d) 05/10/10 Barnum 425.25 
(e) 07/19/10 Moorland 442.75 
(d) 07/20/10 Harcourt 763.25 
(f) 08/17/10 Vincent 356.25* 
(d) 10/11/10 Barnum 438.00 
(g) 01/05/11 Clare 426.75 
   Total  $ 3,284.25  
* - The check from the City of Vincent totaled only $355.25.  
However, due to a mathematical error on the deposit 
slip, an additional $1.00 was withheld. 
(a) On February 12, 2009, the City of Dayton paid the Center $1,870.75.  However,  
Ms. Huss only deposited $1,850.75, a difference of $20.00.  Because the full payment was 
not deposited to the Center’s checking account, the $20.00 not deposited is included in 
undeposited collections.   
(b) On February 9, 2010, Ms. Huss withheld $62.00 cash from the deposit which included the 
check from the City of Gowrie.  According to an e-mail Ms. Huss sent the CPA firm on May 
14, 2010, the cash was used to make a Center purchase and Ms. Huss had receipts to 
support the costs.  Purchases Ms. Huss made with cash for the Center are discussed later 
in the report.  Appendix 2 includes a copy of the deposit slip which illustrates $62.00 was 
withheld from the total amount deposited. 
(c) The CPA firm did not determine cash was withheld from the deposit on April 21, 2010 
because Ms. Huss inaccurately reported which member payments were received.  She told 
the CPA firm the deposit included $3,592.00 from the cities of Callender, Dayton and 
Harcourt.  She also told the CPA firm $58.00 of cash was withheld to purchase supplies 
from OfficeMax.  However, the actual deposit included $3,883.75 from the cities of 
Callender, Dayton and Duncombe and $350.00 of cash withheld.  Appendix 3 includes a 
copy of the deposit slip which illustrates $350.00 of cash was withheld from the total 
amount deposited. 
(d) A check from the City of Harcourt and 2 checks from the City of Barnum were deposited to 
Ms. Huss’ personal checking account.  Appendix 4 includes copies of the 3 checks 
deposited to Ms. Huss’ personal checking account, which were obtained from the bank 
where she deposited the checks. 
(e) On July 19, 2010, the City of Moorland paid the Center $442.75.  However, the payment 
was not deposited to the Center’s checking account.  We obtained a copy of the canceled 
check from the City of Moorland and determined Ms. Huss signed over the check to herself.   
Appendix 5 includes a copy of the check from the City of Moorland. 
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(f) On August 17, 2010, Ms. Huss deposited payments from 3 members to the Center’s 
checking account, including a payment from the City of Vincent in the amount of $355.25.  
Appendix 6 includes a copy of the deposit slip.  As illustrated by the Appendix, the 
subtotal of the 3 checks was recorded as $1,897.00.  However, the correct subtotal was 
$1,898.00.  Also as illustrated by the Appendix, the amount deposited totaled $1,541.75 
and it appears the amount of cash withheld from the deposit was changed from $355.25 
(the amount of the check from the City of Vincent) to $356.25.  It appears the change is 
related to the mathematical error in the subtotal.    
(g) On January 5, 2011, the City of Clare paid the Center $426.75.  However, the payment was 
not deposited to the Center’s checking account.  We obtained a copy of the canceled check 
from the City of Clare and determined Ms. Huss signed over the check to herself.  
Appendix 7 includes a copy of the check from the City of Clare. 
Although Ms. Huss admitted to the DCI she “might have” deposited checks payable to the 
Center into her personal checking account, she failed to tell the DCI about the cash withheld 
from deposits.  The $3,284.25 of cash withheld from the Center’s deposits and checks 
deposited in Ms. Huss’ personal checking account are included in Exhibit A as undeposited 
collections. 
In addition to member assessments diverted to Ms. Huss’ personal checking account or 
withheld from deposits, we identified miscellaneous checks made payable to the Center 
deposited in Ms. Huss’ personal checking account.  The payments were from insurance 
providers, including Auto Owners Insurance, Principal Life Insurance and NCMIC Finance 
Corporation.  Because we did not know the full extent of payments made to the Center from the 
insurance providers, we requested supporting records from those entities.     
Appendix 8 includes copies of checks to the Center from the insurance providers which were 
deposited to Ms. Huss’ personal checking account.  As illustrated by the Appendix, Ms. Huss 
signed the checks over to herself. 
Table 2 summarizes the checks from insurance providers to the Center which were deposited 
to Ms. Huss’ personal checking account. 
Table 2 
Date Vendor Amount 
12/04/09 Principal Life Insurance $    194.50 
03/01/10 NCMIC Finance Corporation 386.35 
09/17/10 Auto-Owners Insurance 536.67 
11/17/10 Auto-Owners Insurance 305.00 
12/03/10 Principal Life Insurance 213.95 
  Total  $ 1,636.47  
 
Although the Center’s CPA firm received member payments from Center members until fiscal 
year 2010, miscellaneous collections, such as checks from insurance providers, were mailed 
directly to the Center.   
The $1,636.47 of insurance checks deposited to Ms. Huss’ personal checking account are 
included in Exhibit A as undeposited collections. 
According to the Webster County Auditor, Auto-Owners Insurance was the insurance company 
providing equipment insurance for the Webster County E911 Service Board (paid by the 
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Webster County Auditor) and worker’s compensation insurance for the Center (paid by the 
Center).  Refunds or payments from Auto-Owners Insurance related to the E911 equipment 
insurance were sent to the Center.  Therefore, it is possible the checks Ms. Huss deposited to 
her personal checking account from Auto-Owner’s Insurance may have been payments related 
to the equipment insurance and payable to the Webster County Auditor.  
IMPROPER AND UNSUPPORTED DISBURSEMENTS  
We reviewed all debit card activity in the Center’s checking accounts for the period July 1, 
2006 through January 28, 2011.  We also reviewed documentation provided by the Center to 
support purchases made by check.  Supporting documentation was not available for all debit 
card purchases made from the Center’s checking accounts.  As a result, we discussed the 
disbursements which were unusual in nature with Center officials and reviewed any available 
documentation related to the purchases to determine if they were appropriate.  When possible, 
we also obtained support directly from the vendors to whom payments were made.   
Based on our review of the available supporting documentation, the vendor, the frequency and 
amount of charges and discussions with the Board Chairperson, we classified the charges as 
reasonable, improper or unsupported.  Table 3 summarizes how the purchases made with the 
debit cards were classified.  
Table 3 
Category Amount 
Reasonable $  1,569.06 
Improper 2,119.99 
Unsupported 389.12 
Total $ 4,078.17 
Payments which appeared consistent with the Center’s operations, based on the vendor, the 
frequency and/or amount of the payment, were classified as reasonable.  Some of the 
reasonable payments were supported by appropriate documentation, but some were not.  
Payments were classified as improper if they appeared to be personal in nature or were not 
reasonable for the Center’s operations.  In addition, when a majority of items purchased during 
a single transaction were personal in nature, the entire transaction was classified as improper.  
Payments were classified as unsupported if appropriate documentation was not available and it 
was not possible to determine if the payment was related to Center operations or was for 
personal purposes.  None of the charges classified as improper or unsupported were presented 
to the Board for approval as part of the accounts payable listing Ms. Huss provided to the 
Board each month. 
We identified several improper and unsupported disbursements issued by Ms. Huss.  The 
improper and unsupported disbursements identified are explained in detail in the following 
sections of this report.   
Improper Disbursements 
Debit Card Purchases - As previously stated, Ms. Huss had possession of debit cards 
associated with both of the Center’s checking accounts.  Debit card activity in the BOA account 
began in August 2009 and ended when the account was closed in February 2010.  Debit card 
activity in the FFSB account began in May 2010 and ended after Ms. Huss resigned on 
January 28, 2011.  We subpoenaed the monthly bank statements from BOA and FFSB to 
identify and review all debit card activity by the Center during the time Ms. Huss was the 
Communications Supervisor.  
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The debit card purchases classified as improper are summarized by type in Table 4.  The 
improper charges are discussed in the paragraphs following the Table.   
Table 4 
 Description Amount 
(a) Convenience stores $   1,076.81 
(b) Retail stores 1,043.18 
    Total $ 2,119.99 
(a) Convenience stores - We identified 24 debit card charges made at several convenience 
stores which total $1,076.81.  Of the 24 purchases, 12 were from Casey’s, 4 were from  
Kum and Go, 2 were from Murphy’s and 6 were from Star Energy.  Exhibit B lists the 24 
debit card purchases from convenience stores. 
As illustrated by Exhibit B, 23 of the 24 purchases ranged from $25.00 to $75.00.  The 
remaining purchase totaled $1.38.  We obtained receipts from the CPA firm for a majority of 
the convenience store purchases, which document fuel was the only purchase made at 
each of the convenience stores.  However, we were unable to obtain receipts to support all 
the convenience store debit card purchases.  Therefore, it is possible items other than fuel 
may have been purchased at the convenience stores during the transactions for which we 
were unable to obtain a receipt.  It is unlikely the $1.38 purchase was for fuel.   
During the DCI’s interview with Ms. Huss, she admitted using the Center’s debit cards to 
purchase fuel for her personal vehicle.  She stated fuel was a reimbursable expense when it 
was related to travel for training, but approval from the Board would have been required in 
each case.  When reviewing the Center’s supporting documentation, we identified training 
reimbursements made to other staff.  In each case, mileage was reimbursed on a cost per 
mile basis and fuel was not purchased directly by the Center. 
The Center’s receipts and training records reviewed did not contain any supporting 
documentation to confirm any of the fuel purchases made by Ms. Huss were related to 
training.  Only 1 convenience store receipt for fuel purchased was from a convenience store 
outside Fort Dodge where Ms. Huss resided.  When the DCI asked about the purchase of 
fuel in Cedar Falls, Ms. Huss stated it was most likely related to traveling to watch one of 
her children’s sporting events.  As previously stated, Ms. Huss admitted to purchasing fuel 
with the Center’s debit cards for personal use. 
As a result, all $1,076.81 of purchases made with the Center’s debit cards from 
convenience stores are included in Exhibit A as improper disbursements.   
(b) Retail stores – We identified 82 retail store transactions, including 55 for which all or a 
portion of the items purchased were an improper use of Center funds or were unsupported 
as an appropriate use of Center funds.  The improper purchases total $1,043.18 and were 
made primarily at Target, but also included purchases from Hy-Vee, GNC, Party 
Productions, Redbox, Sears and Wal-Mart.  Exhibit C lists the 82 transactions and the 
items purchased.  The Exhibit also identifies which items were reasonable for the Center’s 
operations, when available, which items were improper and which items were unsupported.  
During Ms. Huss’ interview with the DCI, she admitted to using the debit cards to purchase 
items for personal use.  Specifically, she confirmed the purchases from GNC (health food 
and supplement provider), Party Productions (party supply store), Sears (department store) 
and Redbox (movie rental provider) were all personal or “probably” personal.  In addition, 
she said “maybe” there are personal purchases mixed with business purchases from 
Hy-Vee and Target.   
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As a result, we were unable to classify some retail store purchases as improper based on 
the vendor.  We also evaluated receipts available and categorized itemized purchases into 
categories, including food and beverages, household items and miscellaneous items.  
Additional information about the purchases within each of these categories is provided in 
the following paragraphs. 
Food and beverages – Ms. Huss’ retail store purchases included food and beverage items, 
such as bottled water, soda, candy, tortilla shells, seasoning and gum.  Improper food and 
beverage purchases identified on the debit card receipts we reviewed totaled $208.04. 
During her interview with the DCI, Ms. Huss stated candy and bottled water and pop were 
items she brought in for the dispatch employees on occasion since the dispatch workers 
could not leave the Center during their shifts to get food.  She said she felt this was an 
appropriate expense.  However, it was not something she had requested approval for from 
the Board. 
When we discussed these items with the Board Chairperson, he stated he would not have 
approved the purchase of food, beverages or candy for the staff.  In addition, we asked a 
Center dispatcher if Ms. Huss brought food, candy and beverages into the Center.  
According to the Center dispatcher, she did not.  As a result, we classified the food and 
beverage purchases as improper. 
Household items – Items listed in Exhibit C as improper include $435.76 of household 
items, such as paper towels, toilet paper, nail color, make-up, over-the-counter medicine, 
carpet cleaner, Christmas decorations, air freshener, an infant potty chair, baby care items, 
laundry detergent, bleach and trash bags.   
The Center has a kitchenette area which staff use to prepare their meals during their 
scheduled shifts.  It includes a refrigerator, microwave and sink.  According to the Board 
Chairperson, items such as plastic cutlery, plates, napkins, cups and Clorox wipes were 
authorized purchases for the area.  However, the Board Chairperson stated a cleaning 
company is paid to clean the facility and provides items such as trash bags and toilet 
paper.  Therefore, any cleaning items not related to the kitchenette should not have been 
purchased. 
Since cleaning items related to the kitchenette could also be used in a personal residence, it 
was not possible to distinguish whether Ms. Huss purchased such items for her personal 
residence or for the Center.  As a result, when a receipt was primarily composed of items 
not reasonable for the Center, we classified the entire receipt as improper. 
As previously stated, household items purchased with the debit cards included Christmas 
items.  The Board Chairperson stated he had not approved the purchase of Christmas 
items.  However, he may have approved some Christmas items if the cost was nominal.  He 
stated he would not have approved a cost of $50.00 or $60.00 for Christmas items.  On 
November 17, 2009, Ms. Huss made 2 purchases at Target for Christmas related items.  
The total of the 2 receipts was $85.59.   
A Center employee stated there was still a Christmas tree at the Center after Ms. Huss left 
the Center, so the Christmas tree purchased by Ms. Huss in 2009 is located at the Center.  
However, since Ms. Huss also purchased icicle lights, which are typically displayed on the 
outside of buildings, and stockings, which a Center employee stated were never given to 
Center staff, we classified all Christmas-related items as improper.  In addition, on 
December 23, 2009, Ms. Huss purchased numerous small items which appear to be 
stocking stuffers, including gum, candy, socks and nail color. 
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Debit card purchases classified as improper also include air freshener products, such as 
candles and reed dispensers. The Board Chairperson stated he believed he had seen air 
fresheners at the Center before.  However, he would not have approved utilizing Center 
funds to purchase such items.  In addition, typical offices do not permit burning candles 
and air fresheners are not normally considered office supplies. 
Miscellaneous – Ms. Huss made $359.38 in miscellaneous personal purchases with the 
Center’s debit cards, including Redbox movie rentals, Nintendo and Wii games or products, 
a wet/dry vacuum and associated purchase protection, gift wrapping supplies and an IPod 
dock.  During the DCI’s interview with Ms. Huss, she stated the IPod dock and wet/dry 
vacuum were the largest personal purchases she made with the debit cards.  
In addition, we identified 3 transactions for which the vendor could not be determined.  The 
CPA firm provided copies of correspondence with Ms. Huss.  Included in the 
correspondence are multiple requests by the CPA firm for Ms. Huss to provide supporting 
receipts for 2 of those transactions.  The purchases the CPA firm requested support for 
include charges for $61.00 and $8.68, respectively.   
Cash withdrawal or cash back – Ms. Huss made 2 cash withdrawals with the BOA debit 
card totaling $40.00.  Table 5 summarizes the transactions in which Ms. Huss used the 
debit card to obtain cash. 
Table 5 
Date Description Amount 
November 4, 2009 ATM cash withdrawal $  20.00 
November 16, 2009 Cash back during retail purchase 20.00 
   Total  $ 40.00 
On November 4, 2009, Ms. Huss made an ATM cash withdrawal from the BOA checking 
account.  On November 16, 2009, Ms. Huss made a purchase at Target in the amount of 
$67.32.  Of that amount, Ms. Huss authorized $20.00 of cash back at time of tender.  The 
itemized listing of the receipt is included in Exhibit C.  According to bank statements 
reviewed, no cash withdrawals were made using the FFSB debit card.   
The Board Chairperson stated use of cash was not approved by the Board.  As a result, we 
classified the cash withdrawals as improper.  The $40.00 of cash withdrawals and cash 
back are included in Exhibit A as improper disbursements. 
We consider all the purchases summarized in this section to be personal in nature and, 
therefore, improper.  The $1,043.18 of charges from various vendors are included in Exhibit A 
as improper disbursements.     
OfficeMax Credit Card Purchases – Ms. Huss was not authorized to write or sign checks for 
the Center.  The checks were maintained and prepared by the CPA firm and were signed by the 
Board Chairperson when they were presented to him along with the supporting invoices.  
Therefore, payments made by check had greater oversight than the payments made by debit 
cards.  Although there is less risk of misuse through payments made by check, we reviewed 
documentation provided by the Center to support payments made to certain vendors to identify 
any unusual or improper transactions. 
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During the time Ms. Huss was the Communications Supervisor at the Center, the Center had a 
store credit card at OfficeMax.  Ms. Huss made purchases for the Center using the store credit 
card.  When the statement came to the Center, the CPA firm prepared the check for payment 
and the Board Chairperson signed the check.  According to Ms. Huss’ interview with the DCI, 
all purchases from OfficeMax were for Center supplies and she did not purchase personal 
items with the credit card.  In addition, the credit card activity was available to the Board 
Chairperson for review since he signed the check to pay the monthly credit card statements. 
However, we analyzed OfficeMax statements contained in the documentation the Center 
maintained and determined certain purchases were not appropriate for the Center and 
appeared to be personal in nature.  Table 6 summarizes purchases using the OfficeMax credit 
card we believe are improper. 
Table 6 
Date Description Amount 
04/21/08 Wonka candy $ 10.59 
08/14/08 Bazooka candy 0.86 
08/14/08 Big student backpack 37.17 
09/05/08 Gum 2.53 
09/05/08 Fabric book covers 4.00 
09/05/08 Slide pencil box – Peace 0.64 
09/05/08 Swept away notebook &  
flower power binder 
 
2.13 
01/09/09 Thank you cards 10.64 
01/09/09 Mixed miniature variety (candy) 7.42 
01/13/09 Lint roller 5.10 
01/13/09 Candle 10.64 
02/24/09 Mixed miniature variety (candy) 7.44 
   Total  $  99.16 
As previously discussed, the Board Chairperson stated candy and air fresheners, such as 
candles, are not approved purchases.  In addition, based on the purchase of a backpack and 
the time of purchase, the office supplies, such as the “Peace” and “Flower Power” pencil boxes, 
appear to be related to school supplies for children, not office products for a business such as 
the Center.   
Although the invoices in the possession of the Center clearly included these items and the 
Center’s Board Chairperson signed the checks to pay for these items, they should not have 
been paid for with Center funds.  As a result, the $99.16 of improper OfficeMax purchases is 
included in Exhibit A. 
Cash Withdrawals - On April 5, 2010, Ms. Huss withdrew $29.00 from the bank on the same 
day she deposited a check for $429.75 from the City of Moorland.  According to an e-mail 
Ms. Huss sent to the CPA firm on May 12, 2010, Ms. Huss used the cash to make a purchase 
at Target.  However, the related receipt could not be located in the Center’s records. 
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Appendix 9 includes a copy of the deposit slip Ms. Huss used to make the deposit on April 5, 
2010.  As illustrated by the Appendix, it appears Ms. Huss planned to withhold $29.00 from 
deposit.  However, the total deposit of $429.75 remained intact.  On the same day, bank 
records show Ms. Huss withdrew $29.00 from the Center’s checking account. 
In addition, on May 27, 2010, Ms. Huss withdrew $315.75 from the Center’s checking account 
on the same day she deposited $1,500.00 in checks from the cities of Clare, Harcourt and 
Vincent.  Ms. Huss told the CPA firm the deposit included the cities of Clare, Barnum and 
Vincent and an insurance check for $315.75 relating to an insurance claim for E-911 services.  
Ms. Huss told the CPA firm it was necessary to withdraw cash of $315.75 to give to the 
Webster County Auditor’s Office since it was responsible for insurance payments for E-911 
services.  However, when we discussed this explanation with the Webster County Auditor’s 
Office, the representative we spoke with stated the Center is not involved in E-911 insurance.  
In addition, the representative stated cash is never exchanged between the Center and the 
Webster County Auditor.  
We classified the $29.00 and $315.75, which total $344.75, as improper cash withdrawals.  
In addition, we identified receipts for business expenses paid with cash.  The CPA firm provided 
copies of receipts Ms. Huss submitted which demonstrated Ms. Huss made purchases for the 
Center using cash.  Review of the receipts show the purchases were reasonable for the Center 
and we confirmed Ms. Huss was not reimbursed for the expenses.  In addition, we determined 
Ms. Huss made the cash purchases during the time she did not have access to a debit card, 
which was after the BOA checking account closed but before the debit card through the FFSB 
checking account was authorized.  According to e-mail correspondence between Ms. Huss and 
the CPA firm, the receipts provided to the CPA firm were in support of the cash withdrawals 
Ms. Huss made during that time.   
Since cash purchases were not approved for the Center, we classified all cash withdrawals and 
cash withholdings as improper in earlier sections of this report.  However, since Ms. Huss 
utilized a portion of the cash withdrawn for business expenses, we deducted the cash 
purchases supported by the receipts from the improper cash withdrawals.  Table 7 
summarizes the cash purchases made by Ms. Huss on behalf of the Center. 
Table 7 
Date Vendor Amount 
02/09/10 Wal-Mart $    14.63 
02/11/10 Daniel Pharmacy 8.80 
02/22/10 Target 23.65 
04/07/10 Dollar Tree 4.28 
04/07/10 OfficeMax 14.96 
04/21/10 Target 25.12*
04/21/10 OfficeMax 56.78 
05/27/10 Daniel Pharmacy 8.80 
05/31/10 Wal-Mart 8.38 
     Total $  165.40 
* - Receipt totaled $28.30, but includes $3.18 of 
improper purchases. 
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Items purchased with cash included cutlery, envelopes, stamps and other office supplies which 
appeared reasonable for the Center’s operations.  We reduced the amount shown for the April 
21, 2010 purchase at Target from $28.30 to $25.12 because it included $3.18 of unallowable 
items.  Salad dressing is not a typical office supply and should not have been purchased with 
Center funds.   
As illustrated by Table 7, $165.40 of the cash purchases made by Ms. Huss were reasonable 
for the Center’s operations.  As a result, the remaining $179.35 of the $344.75 cash 
withdrawals was improperly withdrawn.  This amount is included in Exhibit A as improper 
cash withdrawals.  Improper cash withdrawals of $179.35 include $344.75 of improper cash 
withdrawals less $165.40 of cash payments for reasonable business expenses. 
Unsupported Disbursements  
As previously illustrated by Table 3, $389.12 of the charges on the Center’s debit cards were 
classified as unsupported.  Despite the assistance of Center officials and the CPA firm, we were 
unable to locate receipts in the Center’s records for these payments.  As a result, we contacted 
the vendors to determine if additional support was available.  Although the vendors were able 
to provide some of the receipts requested, some receipts were unavailable.  As a result, certain 
purchases were not supported by appropriate documentation and, based on our review of the 
vendor, the amount and frequency of purchases and discussions with the Board Chairperson, 
we were unable to determine if the purchases were for Center operations or were personal in 
nature.  The vendors we identified which received the payments we classified as unsupported 
include Hy-Vee, Menards, OfficeMax and Wal-Mart.   
The Board Chairperson stated Ms. Huss had purchased paint for the Center’s office and the 
payments to Menards may have been related to that.  However, during the DCI interview with  
Ms. Huss, she stated the Menards purchases may have included personal purchases but she 
couldn’t recall for sure.  As previously discussed, Ms. Huss stated all OfficeMax purchases 
were for Center supplies and she did not use OfficeMax for personal purchases.  However, as 
demonstrated in Table 6, this statement was not accurate. 
Table 8 summarizes the unsupported debit card purchases.  The $389.12 of unsupported 
disbursements are included in Exhibit A.   
Table 8 
Date Vendor Amount 
08/04/09 Hy-Vee $   17.60 
08/04/09 OfficeMax 111.05 
08/06/09 Hy-Vee 21.39 
08/10/09 Menards 52.03 
08/11/09 Menards 26.61 
09/17/09 Hy-Vee 17.60 
10/19/09  Wal-Mart 18.19 
06/16/10 OfficeMax 22.98 
07/29/10 Hy-Vee 21.84 
11/24/10 Hy-Vee Drugstore 1.05 
01/03/11 Hy-Vee Drugstore 17.60 
01/07/11 Wal-Mart 62.23 
  Total  $ 389.12  
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Other Concerns 
During our investigation, we determined Ms. Huss provided inaccurate information to the CPA 
firm in order to disguise her activities.  As previously discussed, Ms. Huss routinely 
inaccurately reported amounts received from members, by either reporting incorrect amounts 
or by not reporting member payments and withholding those payments from deposits.  In 
addition, when there was an unexplainable cash receipt of $19.58 for which a cash withdrawal 
was not reported, Ms. Huss told the CPA firm the cash used to purchase the items was from 
the vending machine, which Ms. Huss told the CPA firm she also used to purchase supplies.  
However, it is apparent this explanation is not correct because vending machines typically do 
not use denominations including pennies. In addition, the Board Chairperson stated pop 
machine funds were not accessible by Ms. Huss.   
The Board Chairperson suggested Ms. Huss may have used pop can deposits for Center 
purchases.  He stated Ms. Huss had a recycle container for pop cans/bottles which she could 
have turned in for additional cash.  However, Ms. Huss didn’t mention using pop can deposits 
during her interview with the DCI and pop can deposits are also not in denominations using 
pennies.  It appears this was just an explanation to disguise improper activity Ms. Huss 
conducted while the Communications Supervisor.  Had Ms. Huss been using vending machine 
funds and/or pop can deposit funds properly, she would have reported the full amount of the 
cash received to the CPA firm when it was received and then turned in receipts for legitimate 
purchases when they occurred.    
Recommended Control Procedures 
As part of our investigation, we reviewed the procedures used by the Center to perform 
bank reconciliations and process receipts, disbursements and payroll.  An important aspect of 
internal control is to establish procedures to provide accountability for assets susceptible to 
loss from error and irregularities.  These procedures provide the actions of one individual will 
act as a check on those of another and provide a level of assurance errors or irregularities will 
be noted within a reasonable time during the course of normal operations.  Based on our 
findings and observations detailed below, the following recommendations are made to 
strengthen the Center’s internal controls.   
A. Segregation of Duties – An important aspect of internal control is the segregation of 
duties among employees to prevent an individual employee from handling duties 
which are incompatible.  The former Communications Supervisor had control over 
each of the following areas for the Center: 
(1) Receipts – collecting, depositing and directing the Center’s CPA firm how to 
post the receipts. 
(2) Disbursements - preparation of an accounts payable listing for Board 
approval, sole possession of the Center’s debit cards and use of the 
Center’s OfficeMax credit card. 
(3) Reporting – preparation of Board meeting accounts payable listings, monthly 
reports and annual budgets. 
In addition, the Center’s CPA firm did not have oversight responsibilities and relied 
on Ms. Huss for certain information.  The CPA firm did not have direct contact with 
the Board, making it possible for Ms. Huss to manipulate information or withhold 
documentation requested by the CPA firm from the Board.     
Recommendation – We realize segregation of duties is difficult with a limited number 
of staff.  However, the duties within each function listed above should be 
segregated between the Communications Supervisor, the Board Chairperson and 
Board members.  In addition, the Board should review financial records, perform 
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reconciliations and examine supporting documentation for accounting records on a 
periodic basis.   
 In addition, bank statements should be delivered to and be reviewed by an official 
who does not collect or disburse Center funds.  Bank reconciliations should be 
performed on a monthly basis. 
B. Reconciliation of Collections – Member billings and collections were not reconciled.  
In addition, accounts receivable reports were not retained and available for review. 
 Recommendation – Procedures should be established to ensure member billings are 
reconciled to subsequent collections for each billing period.  The Board 
Chairperson, or other independent individual designated by the Board, should 
review the reconciliations and monitor delinquencies, if applicable.  Delinquencies 
should not be written off without Board approval.    
C. Disbursements – During our review of the Center’s disbursements, we determined 
supporting documentation for debit card purchases was not adequately 
maintained.  The receipts available did not include information on how the expense 
was in the best interest of the Center (public purpose) and the activity was not 
reported to the Board for approval.    
Recommendation – All disbursements should be supported by invoices or other 
supporting documentation and be reviewed and approved by the Board.  For those 
disbursements paid prior to Board approval, a listing should be provided to the 
Board at the next meeting for its review and approval.  Although this has been the 
process, the Board should receive a full disbursement listing which reconciles to 
the bank statements.  
Invoices should provide information on the public purpose of the disbursement 
when the public purpose is not evident. 
D. Debit Cards – The Center had debit cards issued in the Center’s name which were in 
the possession of the former Communications Supervisor.  We identified purchases 
made with the debit cards which were not supported by adequate documentation, 
were improper in nature and included cash advances.  After the Communications 
Supervisor resigned, the Center canceled the remaining debit card. 
Recommendation – The Board should review monthly bank statements to ensure it is 
aware of all checking account activities each month.  By doing so, the Board will 
ensure debit card activity not authorized by the Board does not exist and all 
checking account activities have been accurately reported to the Board.  
E. Store Credit Card – The Center maintained a store credit card with OfficeMax.  
Although the invoices were paid by check signed by the Board Chairperson, certain 
purchases on the invoices were not approved.  At the time of review, the Center no 
longer had an OfficeMax credit card.  According to the Board Chairperson, the 
credit card was canceled by OfficeMax when it discontinued its credit card services. 
Recommendation – The Center should develop a written credit card policy for any 
future credit cards in the Center’s name and held by employees of the Center. The 
policy should require original receipts be submitted for all charges. The support 
should also include a description of the public purpose of the charge when the 
public purpose is not evident. The Board should periodically review the credit card 
statements to ensure charges appear appropriate and payments are made in a 
timely manner so the Center does not incur penalties or interest charges. 
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F. Timesheets – The Center’s Communications Supervisor is responsible for tabulating 
employee time sheets and providing the summary to the Center’s CPA firm for 
processing.  According to the new Communications Supervisor, no one other than 
the Communications Supervisor reviews the original time sheets.  The time sheets 
are retained in the Center’s office and are not reviewed by members of the Board.   
Recommendation - Although the Communications Supervisor is the onsite supervisor 
most knowledgeable about employee schedules, segregation of duties or periodic 
reconciliation of time sheets to time sheet summaries submitted is important to 
ensure accuracy of reported hours worked.  Although Ms. Huss was unable to 
manipulate time sheets to increase her compensation since she was on a set 
salary, she may have been able to take unreported vacation or artificially increase 
compensatory time hours.  We did not evaluate time sheet records as part of this 
investigation.  However, segregation of duties in this area is recommended to 
improve the Center’s internal controls and reduce the opportunity for abuse in this 
area. 
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Exhibits 
Exhibit A 
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Report on Special Investigation 
of the 
Webster County Metropolitan Law Enforcement Telecommunications Board 
Summary of Findings 
Exhibit/Table/
Page Number Amount
Undeposited Collections:
Member fees not properly deposited Table 1 3,284.25$    
Insurance provider checks not deposited Table 2 1,636.47      
Total undeposited collections 4,920.72      
Improper Disbursements:
Debit card purchases Tables 3 and 4 2,119.99      
OfficeMax credit card purchases Table 6 99.16           
Net cash withdrawals Page 17 179.35         
Total improper disbursements 2,398.50      
Unsupported Disbursements Tables 3 and 8 389.12         
Total 7,708.34$    
Description
Exhibit B 
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Convenience Store Purchases 
Transaction Date Vendor  Amount 
09/16/09 Kum & Go 1.38$             
10/16/09 Murphy's 43.79             
11/02/09 Caseys 25.01             
11/12/09 Kum & Go 25.00             
11/30/09 Caseys 45.01             
12/22/09 Caseys 48.99             
06/30/10 Caseys 50.01             
07/19/10 Caseys 49.92             
08/04/10 Caseys 48.00             
09/04/10 Caseys 49.95             
09/13/10 Murphy's 52.00             
09/17/10 Caseys 48.95             
09/22/10 Kum & Go 35.54             
09/28/10 Star Energy 37.01             
11/12/10 Star Energy 69.13             
11/18/10 Star Energy 40.01             
11/20/10 Star Energy 55.34             
12/01/10 Caseys 40.01             
12/19/10 Kum & Go 40.00             
12/21/10 Caseys 40.01             
12/24/10 Star Energy 75.00             
01/04/11 Caseys 71.71             
01/20/11 Caseys 45.02             
01/24/11 Star Energy 40.02             
   Total 1,076.81$      
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Retail Store Purchases 
Transaction    
Date Description of Transaction
 Purchases, Advances, 
Debits (Refunds/Credits)  Reasonable 
08/04/09 OfficeMax 111.05$                               -                      
08/04/09 Hy-Vee 17.60                                  -                      
08/04/09 Target 32.54                                  32.54                  
08/06/09 Hy-Vee 21.39                                  -                      
08/10/09 Target 37.88                                  
  Laundry Detergent -                      
  Baby formula -                      
  Dishwasher detergent -                      
  Tax -                      
08/11/09 Menards 26.61                                  -                      
08/10/09 Menards 52.03                                  -                      
08/17/09 Target 8.93                                    8.93                    
08/21/09 Redbox 1.07                                    -                      
08/21/09 Redbox 1.07                                    -                      
08/24/09 Redbox 1.07                                    -                      
09/08/09 Redbox 1.07                                    -                      
09/08/09 Redbox 1.07                                    -                      
09/09/09 Target 406.59                                 406.59                
09/16/09 OfficeMax 26.30                                  26.30                  
09/17/09 Radioshack 23.52                                  23.52                  
09/17/09 Hy-Vee 17.60                                  -                      
09/21/09 Quality Inn and Suites 291.00                                 291.00                
09/22/09 Hy-Vee 4.69                                    
  Hy-vee spring water 24-pack -                      
09/26/09 Target 16.66                                  16.66                  
10/13/09 Target 27.08                                  27.08                  
10/19/09 Redbox 1.07                                    -                      
10/26/09 Target 17.74                                  
  Viva paper towels -                      
  Charmin toilet paper -                      
  Tax -                      
10/30/09 Wal-Mart 16.73                                  
  Works bowl -                      
  Fabreeze air freshner -                      
  Seasoning -                      
  Tortilla shell -                      
  Nestle water -                      
  Tax -                      
11/02/09 Quality Inn and Suites 167.90                                 167.90                
11/02/09 Party Productions 16.05                                  
  Laffy taffy -                      
  Cookie dough chocolate food -                      
  Tax -                       
Exhibit C 
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 Improper  Unsupported 
-                  111.05              
-                  17.60                
-                  -                    
-                  21.39                
10.09              -                    
22.49              -                    
4.29                -                    
1.01                -                    
-                  26.61                
-                  52.03                
-                  -                    
1.07                -                    
1.07                -                    
1.07                -                    
1.07                -                    
1.07                -                    
-                  -                    
-                  -                    
-                  -                    
-                  17.60                
-                  -                    
4.69                -                    
-                  -                    
-                  -                    
1.07                -                    
8.99                -                    
7.59                -                    
1.16                -                    
1.12                -                    
8.87                -                    
0.50                -                    
1.66                -                    
3.88                -                    
0.70                -                    
-                  -                    
10.79              -                    
4.50                -                    
0.76                -                     
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Retail Store Purchases 
Transaction    
Date Description of Transaction
 Purchases, Advances, 
Debits (Refunds/Credits)  Reasonable 
11/02/09 Wal-Mart 17.46                                  
  Construction paper -                      
  Display board -                      
  Gum -                      
  Nail brush -                      
  Carpet -                      
  Resolve -                      
  Tax -                      
11/03/09 Target 16.12                                  16.12                  
11/04/09 Bank of America - Cash Withdrawal 20.00                                  -                      
11/16/09 Target 67.32                                  
  Clorox wipes 7.34                    
  Palmolive 1.47                    
  Conair - beauty/cosmetics -                      
  Trash bags -                      
  Facial tissue 4.99                    
  Arm N Hammer -                      
  3" binder 9.99                    
  1" binder 5.48                    
  Cash back -                      
  Tax 0.65                    
11/17/09 Target 54.74                                  
  Command hook -                      
  Christmas tree -                      
  Napkins 10.00                  
  Glitter stationery product -                      
  Tax 0.65                    
11/17/09 Wal-Mart 28.85                                  
  Red stocking -                      
  LED fun icicle lights -                      
  Tax -                      
11/19/09 Hy-Vee 8.80                                    8.80                    
11/23/09 Target 5.00                                    5.00                    
12/15/09 12/15 #000834154 Purchase 1.05                                    -                      
12/23/09 Target 63.11                                  
  Wii product -                      
  2 year protection on Wii product -                      
  Gift box -                      
  Gift wrap tissue paper -                      
  Tax -                      
12/23/09 Wal-Mart 56.60                                  
  Writing pad -                      
  Gum -                      
  Gum bank -                       
Exhibit C 
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 Improper  Unsupported 
1.82                -                    
3.24                -                    
1.28                -                    
2.14                -                    
3.92                -                    
3.92                -                    
1.14                -                    
-                  -                    
20.00              -                    
-                  -                    
-                  -                    
2.99                -                    
5.49                -                    
-                  -                    
6.47                -                    
-                  -                    
-                  -                    
20.00              -                    
2.45                -                    
17.18              -                    
19.99              -                    
-                  -                    
3.99                -                    
2.93                -                    
3.00                -                    
23.96              -                    
1.89                -                    
-                  -                    
-                  -                    
1.05                -                    
49.99              -                    
4.00                -                    
2.00                -                    
2.99                -                    
4.13                -                    
7.32                -                    
7.14                -                    
3.00                -                     
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Retail Store Purchases 
Transaction    
Date Description of Transaction
 Purchases, Advances, 
Debits (Refunds/Credits)  Reasonable 
  Candy -                      
  Nail color -                      
  Chocolate bank -                      
  Socks -                      
  Tax - last digit illegible -                      
  Illegible items -                      
12/24/09 Sears 123.04                                 
  Wet dry vaccuum -                      
  Purchase protection -                      
  Tax -                      
01/04/10 Hy-Vee 17.60                                  17.60                  
01/04/10 Target 24.30                                  
  Market Pantry Water -                      
  Viva - paper towels -                      
  Reed Deffuser -                      
  Tax -                      
01/05/10 01/05 #000317720 Purchase 61.00                                  -                      
01/08/10 Hy-Vee 17.09                                  
  D batteries -                      
  AA batteries -                      
  Lint roller -                      
  Tax -                      
01/19/10 01/18#000651896 Purchase 8.68                                    -                      
05/21/10 Target 16.99                                  
  Airwick air freshener -                      
  Puffs 5.08                    
  Dawn 2.25                    
  Kleenex 4.71                    
  Tax 0.84                    
05/25/10 Target 18.50                                  
 Viva paper towels -                      
 Tax -                      
06/10/10 Target 7.99                                    7.99                    
06/03/10 Target 37.14                                  
  Glade candle -                      
  Clorox wipes 16.98                  
  Energizer batteries 6.50                    
  Plates 6.29                    
  Tax 2.11                    
06/15/10 Target 9.02                                    
  Glade -                      
  Napkins 3.49                    
  Tax 0.24                     
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7.50                -                    
3.00                -                    
3.00                -                    
3.00                -                    
3.70                -                    
18.94              -                    
99.99              -                    
15.00              -                    
8.05                -                    
-                  -                    
3.99                -                    
8.99                -                    
9.99                -                    
1.33                -                    
61.00              -                    
6.99                -                    
5.99                -                    
2.99                -                    
1.12                -                    
8.68                -                    
3.84                -                    
-                  -                    
-                  -                    
-                  -                    
0.27                -                    
17.29              -                    
1.21                -                    
-                  -                    
4.94                -                    
-                  -                    
-                  -                    
-                  -                    
0.32                -                    
4.94                -                    
-                  -                    
0.35                -                     
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Transaction    
Date Description of Transaction
 Purchases, Advances, 
Debits (Refunds/Credits)  Reasonable 
06/16/10 Office Max  22.98                                  -                      
06/17/10 Target 19.12                                  
  Scour pad -                      
  Palmolive -                      
  Clorox bleach -                      
  Market Pantry Water -                      
  Trash bags -                      
  Tax -                      
06/25/10 Target 53.49                                  
  Memorex I-pod dock -                      
  Tax -                      
07/02/10 Target (19.12)                                  -                      
07/02/10 Target (53.49)                                  -                      
07/06/10 Target 5.60                                    5.60                    
07/12/10 Hy-Vee Drugstore 8.80                                    8.80                    
07/19/10 Hy-Vee Drugstore 17.60                                  17.60                  
07/29/10 Hy-Vee 21.84                                  -                      
08/05/10 Target 19.26                                  19.26                  
08/09/10 Target 21.16                                  21.16                  
08/11/10 Office Max 41.25                                  41.25                  
08/20/10 Target 19.12                                  -                      
08/21/10 Target 53.49                                  -                      
09/04/10 Hy-Vee 18.83                                  
  Bottled water -                      
  Pop -                      
  Bottle deposit -                      
  Tax -                      
09/20/10 Target 23.94                                  
  Glade air freshner -                      
  Rayovac batteries -                      
  Gain laundry -                      
  Tax -                      
09/27/10 Target 24.10                                  
  Hersheys -                      
  Hersheys -                      
  Double Bubble -                      
  Tax -                      
09/29/10 Hy-Vee Drugstore 18.98                                  18.98                  
09/29/10 Wal-Mart 24.73                                  24.73                  
10/19/09 Wal-Mart 18.19                                  -                      
10/26/10 Office Max 62.02                                  62.02                  
11/03/10 Wal-Mart 38.62                                  
  Cutlery 15.00                  
  Fabreeze air freshner -                       
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-                  22.98                
2.66                -                    
1.47                -                    
1.66                -                    
5.98                -                    
6.49                -                    
0.86                -                    
49.99              -                    
3.50                -                    
(19.12)             -                    
(53.49)             -                    
-                  -                    
-                  -                    
-                  -                    
-                  21.84                
-                  -                    
-                  -                    
-                  -                    
19.12              -                    
53.49              -                    
2.99                -                    
12.00              -                    
3.00                -                    
0.84                -                    
4.89                -                    
6.49                -                    
10.99              -                    
1.57                -                    
6.99                -                    
9.00                -                    
6.99                -                    
1.12                -                    
-                  -                    
-                  -                    
-                  18.19                
-                  -                    
-                  -                    
5.47                -                     
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Retail Store Purchases 
Transaction    
Date Description of Transaction
 Purchases, Advances, 
Debits (Refunds/Credits)  Reasonable 
  White out 4.84                    
  Dish soap 2.94                    
  Plates 3.94                    
  Napkins 2.67                    
  Foam cups 1.23                    
  Tax 2.15                    
11/05/10 Wal-Mart 14.96                                  
  Charmin toilet paper -                      
  Tax -                      
11/24/10 Hy-Vee Drugstore 1.05                                    -                      
12/07/10 Target 57.82                                  57.82                  
12/20/10 Office Max 42.56                                  42.56                  
12/24/10 Office Max  4.27                                    4.27                    
12/24/10 Target 112.21                                 
  Barbasol shaving cream -                      
  Gum -                      
  Up scrub -                      
  Replenish -                      
  Skintimate -                      
  UP razors -                      
  Deodorant -                      
  Nyquil -                      
  DS game -                      
  Goody (hair accessories) -                      
  Covergirl eye pen -                      
  BIC razor -                      
  Axe -                      
  Tax -                      
12/24/10 Target 20.44                                  
  Raisinets -                      
  Chocolate carmel -                      
  Mike and Ike candy -                      
  Sour patch candy -                      
  Snickers/hersheys -                      
  Nabisco -                      
  Mountain Dew -                      
  Scooby Doo -                      
  Tax -                      
12/24/10 Target 49.74                                  
  Johnsons Baby -                      
  Potty chair -                      
  Baby food -                      
  Pop -                      
  Paper towels -                      
  Tax -                       
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-                  -                    
-                  -                    
-                  -                    
-                  -                    
-                  -                    
0.38                -                    
13.98              -                    
0.98                -                    
1.05                -                    
-                  -                    
-                  -                    
-                  -                    
3.89                -                    
3.87                -                    
6.28                -                    
8.16                -                    
4.48                -                    
5.99                -                    
4.04                -                    
4.99                -                    
34.99              -                    
17.21              -                    
4.39                -                    
2.59                -                    
3.99                -                    
7.34                -                    
2.50                -                    
3.29                -                    
1.00                -                    
1.69                -                    
2.04                -                    
0.99                -                    
1.54                -                    
6.12                -                    
1.27                -                    
5.19                -                    
21.49              -                    
7.12                -                    
1.54                -                    
11.99              -                    
2.41                -                     
 34 
Report on Special Investigation 
of the 
Webster County Metropolitan Law Enforcement Telecommunications Board 
Retail Store Purchases 
Transaction    
Date Description of Transaction
 Purchases, Advances, 
Debits (Refunds/Credits)  Reasonable 
12/27/10 GNC 64.11                                  
  Choc amp mass xxx -                      
  GNC blender bottle -                      
  St. Jude donation -                      
  Tax -                      
01/03/11 Hy-Vee Drugstore 17.60                                  -                      
01/07/11 Wal-Mart 62.23                                  -                      
01/18/11 Quality Inn and Suites 67.15                                  67.15                  
            Total 3,001.36$                            1,569.06             
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49.99              -                    
8.99                -                    
1.00                -                    
4.13                -                    
-                  17.60                
-                  62.23                
-                  -                    
1,043.18         389.12              
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Staff 
This special investigation was performed by: 
Annette K. Campbell, CPA, Director 
Tina Stuart, Senior Auditor 
Brandon Vogel, Assistant Auditor 
Victor Kennedy, Assistant Auditor 
 
 
 
 
 
 Tamera S. Kusian, CPA 
 Deputy Auditor of State
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